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REMARKS 

This K in response to the Offlce AcHon m,B«, on May 27, 2005 where claims 1, 4- 
11, 13-16, 19-32, an,. 35-36 are pending In the appticadcn. Qalms 19-32 have been 
wlthd^wn in , previous response, with Ms amendment, dalms 1, 7 and 9 are amended. 
The remaining claims are unchanged In the application. 

Claims 7 and 9-10 are r^ected „„der 35 O.S.C. 112, second paragraph because 
was no ante«dant basis lor -first material.- With a,is amendment, claims 7 and 9 a™ 
amended so that matenal- Is replace, with "second material,- which has antecedent 
basis in daim 14 from which claims 7 and 9-10 dir^tly or lndl,«tly depend. Applicants 
respecBuliy request removal of the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112. 

Independent dalm 1, along with some of Its dependent claims 4-5, 8, 13, and 35-36 
wem rwected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Strolt. Applicants have 
.mend«> the independent claim to indude features not shown in Strott or suggested by the 
pnor a«. spedflcaliy, the dalm has been amended to indude the feature of a -sensor body 
having a front su*,ce and a back surface, wherein the surface is adapted to be 
dispose, more proximate the fluid than the ba* surf^ . , . [and] sensing element coupled 
to the .h,nt surface.- In addition, the dalm has been amended to Indude the feature of 
the sensor die indudpng] a top pronie proximate «,e front surface . . . that Is substantially 
Planarl.*..- Support for this amendment can be found th^ughout the spedflcatlon and 
partfcularly at page 7, lines 2-5. 

independent claim 1 is patentably distinguishable fr.n^ any reasonable interpretation 
Of Strott. For example, if element 2 of Strott Is considered to make up all or part of the 
sensor body (such as in combination with element 4), then Strott does not show a "sensor 
body [having] a plurality of openings extending from the frx,nt surface to the bad. surface . 
. . and a connection material filling the plurality of openings ..." as set forth in the claim. 
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A,.o, ,f element 4 I. considered to be the sensor body, then Strott does not show ^sensing 

-ore pro^mate the fluld than the back su^ce. in st^tt, the front suH.ce of element 4 Is 

W proximate the fl.d- than the back surface of element 4 (I.e., the surface touching 
e^r^ent 2). Consequently, St.tt teaches the sensing elements coupled to the back sur^ce 

having "a top profile proximate the front .urfece . . . that Is substantially p.an.rized' 
because of the discontinuities created with elements 1 and 9 In t.e sensor die proHle 

Accordingly, Applicanl. respecm.„y request the rejection based on 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
bewfthdrawn. 

ind^enden, clm l, ^ ,« 
U.S.C. l03(a, based on v.rt=„s co.b.„,«,„s « ^„„^. ^^^^^ 

the amended da,n« are patenta.,, d,«,„,«,«e fr,. ^. ^ 
special,,, independent d„„, l has been an,ended tn inCude the fi^atu,^ „f .«„3,„, 
elements ceupPed to ..e fnont surf^ ,„d encapsulated ,n , su™„™, ™terta, a™und and 
between the s«,s,ng elements- and -a tep p™nie . . . .ha. Is s„bs.an«al.v P.ana*ed to ' 
--"ce .sls^nce to «u,d n^.- Because a. leas. «,ese amended ^atenes a™ missin, ^m 
each o, the .,.™„oes sep,™.ely. .he, „o„,d be missin, any p„posed comb,na„on of 
the references. 

Claims 1, 4-S, .™i 3S-3« we« V^ected under 35 U.S.C. 103^ as being 
unpatentable over Geneva e, .,. ,„ view of Naga,.- Applicants believe the rejection was 
intended to Include newly cited Nukui rather than Senova because the reason for the 
rejecaon apparendy infers to the reference numerals of Nukui FIgu,. l rather than the 
drawings of Geneva. In addition, the reason ^r the rejection r^fe. to the IBMTDB. which Is 
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not part of the reference in the combination. Applicants respectfully request darlficatfon of 
the rejection If it is not overcome with this amendment. 

Nevertheless, none of the set of references indiiding Genova, Nagai, iMukul, and 
IBMTDB Show a sensor body or sensor die Including the amended features of independent 
Claim 1. SpeclR«illy, Genova, Nagai, and IBMTDB do not teach sensor dies having 
substantially planarized top profiles pro).lmate the front surface. Genova teaches a 
substantial protrusion 12 from its die profile. Nagal also teaches a depression proximate 
element 2 in its die profile. Accordingly, the proposed combination of Genova and Naga, 
does not Show or suggest the features of the amended claims. Further, IBMTDB does not 
Show a substantially planar top profile proximate the fmHt surface because this corresponds 
to the flow channel extending through the center of the article. 

Still further, while Nukui teaches a generally planar "protective cover S for 
preventing an operator from touching surfaces of the detector elements 4 when he mounts 
the detector," the cover does not encapsulate the elements In a sun-ound material around 
and between the sensing elements as set forth In the claim. Additionally, the die profile is 
not substantially planarized with the cover 5 as indicated in Figure 3B, which is "^a cross- 
sectional view of the thermal type flow rate detector." Further more, ther^ ,s no suggestion 
in the prior art that the die profiles be planarized no reduce resistance to fluid flow- as set 
forth in the claim because the detectors of Nukui and others of the prior art are disposed 
directly in the path of the flow and disrupt the fluid flow anyway. 

Because the amended features are missing from each of these references separately, 
they would be missing from any proposed combination of the references. Applicants 
respectfully request removal of this rejection. 

□aims 1, 4-11, 13-16 and 35-36 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over IBMTDB In view of Nagai or Genova, and Nukui. As discussed 
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immediately above, these references do not show and the prior art does not suggest the 
features of the amended daims, and thus applicants respectfully request removal of this 

rejection. 

Claims 1, 4-5, 8, 11 and 35-36 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103Ca) as being 
unpatentable over Nagai in view of IBMTDB, and either Nukui or Strott, All of these 
references are discussed above as missing the feature of a substantially p.^narized die 
profile, including Strott in connection with the rejection based on section 102. Accordingly, 
this feature would be missing frx.m any proposed combination of the references. Applicants 
respectfully request removal of this rejection. 

Claims 1, 4-11, 13-16, and 35-36 were r^ected under 35 O.S.c. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ang in view of either Nagal or Genova, and either Nukui or Strott. 
Applicants have demonstrated above that the amended features of the claims related to the 
Planari2ed die profile are missing from Nagai, Genova, Nukui and Strott. Ang is also 
missing these features. Tl^e figures in Ang clearly show a stepped, not planarized, p,^fi,e 
Accordingly, these features would be missing from any proposed combination of the 
references. Applicants respectfully request removal of this rejection. 

Finally, claims 1, 4-11, 14-16 and 35-36 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over IBMTDB or Ang in view of Nagai or Genova, and further in view of 
Morimasa. Applicants have demonstrated above that the amended features of the daims 
related to the planarized die profile are missing from Ang, Nagal, and Genova. Morimlsa 
also Clearly does not have the daimed feature of a substantially p,anari.ed die profiles to 
reduce resistance to fluid flow because Is teaches the use of a tortuous channel from the top 
surface to underneath the sensing element that disrupts fluid flow. Accordingly, the 
features of the amended claim would be missing from any proposed combination of the 
references. Applicants respectfully request removal of this rejection. 
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Based on the above, applicants respectfully .^quest that the rejection based on 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) be withdrawn. 

App,I»„. submit .h.t tt,, a™„d«, claims oven»me ™,e«l<,„ u„d,r section 
112 .™i .r, patent..^' <lls«„gulsh.ble from th, prtor « f6r least the reasons set forth 
above. Favo^ble ac«„„ .„d allowance a« ™,„ested, Appllcan,. respectft,lly submit the 
amended delms are patentably dlstlnaulshable from the prior art of reconl. Favo^bfe 

aaion and allowance are requested. 

In the event a telephone conversation would expedite the prosecution of this 
application, the Examiner may r^ach the undersigned at (612) 607-7340. 

If any fees are due In connec^on with the filing of this paper, then the Commissioner 
.s authonzed to charge such fees including fees Ibr any extension of time, to Deposit 
Account No. 50-1901 (Reference 9028-322). 

Respectfully submitted 


OPI'ENHemER WOLFF & DOl^NELLV LLP 
45 South Seventh Street, Suite 3300 
i^linneapolis, MI^ 55402-1609 
Telephone: (612) 607-7340 
Facsimile: (612) 607-7100 
Email: RHofmann@oppenhe]mer,com 
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